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The Securities and Exchange Commission issued an order instituting administrative 
proceedings (“OIP”) on September 25, 2024, against Chimene Van Gundy under Section 15(b) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.1  On May 13, 2025, the Division of Enforcement filed a 
status report regarding service, in which the Division represented that service of the OIP was 
made on Van Gundy on May 9, 2025, via personal service outside of the United States District 
Courthouse for the Western District of Texas,  in accordance with the Commission’s Rule of 
Practice 141(a)(2)(i).2  Van Gundy has not filed an answer to the OIP. 

 However, it is unclear whether the OIP was properly served.  While the Division 
represents that the process server addressed Van Gundy by name and dropped the OIP 
documents on the ground as Van Gundy walked by, the Division has not presented evidence that 
the process server communicated an intent to serve the documents.3  The Commission would 

 
1  Chimene Van Gundy, Exchange Act Release No. 101188, 2024 WL 4290620 (Sept. 25, 
2024).  
2  17 C.F.R. § 201.141(a)(2)(i). 
3  See, e.g., David H. Goldman, Exchange Act Release No. 101816, 2024 WL 5007256 
(Dec. 5, 2024) (finding service valid where proceed server dropped OIP on doorstep and 
declared loudly that respondent had been served); Doe v. Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d 1258, 1275 n.5 
(N.D. Cal. 2004) (finding service valid “where “defendant attempts to avoid service . . . by 
refusing to take the papers, . . . the server is in close proximity to the defendant, clearly 
communicates intent to serve court documents, and makes reasonable efforts to leave the papers 
with the defendant”), quoted in Charles K. Topping, Exchange Act Release No. 97157, 2023 WL 
2559846, at *1 & n.6 (Mar. 17, 2023) (deeming service proper where OIP was express mailed to 
prison but respondent refused to open it). 
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therefore benefit from further information about whether Van Gundy was made aware that 
service was being attempted or, if not, whether service was nevertheless effective.4 

Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that the Division of Enforcement shall submit by 
December 12, 2025, either (1) a brief explaining why the May 9, 2025, service of the OIP was 
effective, or (2) a status report regarding additional efforts to serve the OIP on Van Gundy. 

For the Commission, by the Office of the General Counsel, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

 
 
 
 

Vanessa A. Countryman 
Secretary 

 
 
 
 
 

 
4  See, e.g., Weiss v. Glemp, 792 F. Supp. 215, 224 (S.D.N.Y. 1992) (because the defendant, 
while evading the process server, could have reasonably inferred that he was being offered a 
leaflet or other non-legal document when walking in public, and the process server did not 
indicate his purpose or that service was being attempted, service was not effectuated). 


